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3.7  California Coastal Commission, April 8, 2005 1 

 2 
3.7.1  The  CSLC acknowledges that a coastal development permit will be required 3 

from the California Coastal Commission (CCC) for any project configuration 4 
approved by the CSLC. 5 

 6 
3.7.2  Comment and observation noted. 7 
 8 
3.7.3  The use of the word “habitat” with respect to “manmade” structures in the 9 

Draft EIR should have been better explained and placed in its proper context. 10 
While the CEQA does not define man-made structures as part of the 11 
environment, except for objects of historical significance (section 15360 of the 12 
State CEQA Guidelines), such structures as the commentor notes, “may 13 
provide incidental benefits to marine life..” The text of the EIR (see lines 32-14 
33, page 4.1-42 and lines 9-10, page 4.1-51) has been revised. 15 

  16 
3.7.4  Comment acknowledged. We acknowledge that the Complete Removal 17 

Alternative, the Onshore Removal Alternative, or the Crush Conduits 18 
Alternative would dredge substantially more material than would the 19 
Proposed Project and would also require the import and placement of 20 
additional fill material. Certainly any ultimate consideration of alternatives by 21 
decision makers must incorporate considerations of feasibility (see section 22 
15364 of the State CEQA Guidelines), which would include requirements 23 
cited by the commentor. As noted in the DEIR, lines 13-16, page 1-1, the 24 
CSLC lease for the affected facilities requires removal of “the offshore cooling 25 
water conduits in their entirety..” The lease also requires the area be returned 26 
to the conditions existing prior to installation of the conduits. Such would also 27 
be the case with respect to implementation of any relevant alternative. The 28 
CCC would have the wherewithal to determine whether the end result of such 29 
an alternative falls within the intent of section 30233(a)(6) of the Coastal Act.    30 

 31 
3.7.5  Please see above response with respect to “fill” under the Coastal Act. The 32 

placement of concrete sections on the seabed under the Artificial Reef 33 
Alternative would need to comply with the State’s artificial reef program, 34 
e.g., the location of the reef, the suitability of the concrete sections for use as 35 
an artificial reef, and other reef design and permitting considerations.  If this 36 
Alternative were to be selected, the Applicant would prepare a detailed plan 37 
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for the reef that would comply with the State’s artificial reef program.  It should 1 
be noted, however, that the Applicant, in its letter of comment on the Draft 2 
EIR, requested that it be allowed to remove and dispose of, as within the 3 
Proposed Project, the dismantled terminal structures. Such action would 4 
render the Artificial Reef Alternative moot as the reef depends on the use of 5 
the concrete sections to augment the existing riprap and thereby create a 6 
larger reef. 7 

 8 
3.7.6  A potential future reuse of the conduits is mentioned in the Draft EIR (ES-3, 9 

Section 2.3.11, and other references) in consideration and disclosure of 10 
comments received during the scoping process for the document.  Please 11 
also note the comment letters from Assemblymember Mimi Walters, the San 12 
Diego County Water Authority, the Municipal Water District of Orange County, 13 
and the U.S. Marine Corps, Camp Pendleton within this section. The DEIR 14 
states at lines 26-27, page ES-3, that, “...the No Project Alternative would 15 
avoid all environmental effects and would be the Environmentally Superior 16 
Alternative.”  As indicated, this conclusion is based solely on environmental 17 
factors. However, due to the information provided to the Lead Agency during 18 
the scoping process, it is appropriate for the document to indicate how such 19 
information relates to the Proposed Project and relevant alternatives. Section 20 
2.2.11 of the DEIR appropriately indicates that the analysis of the Proposed 21 
Project and relevant alternatives does not encompass any future reuse of the 22 
conduits because any such proposal is speculative. Any such proposal would 23 
be subject to the CEQA and the Coastal Act should a specific project be 24 
developed.  25 

    26 
3.7.7  Comment noted.  Please refer to the last sentence of the above response.  27 
 28 
3.7.8  Please refer to Response 3.7.6. 29 
 30 
3.7.9   Examples of facilities covered by CSLC Lease Termination/Abandonment 31 

Agreements include the Chevron Estero Marine Terminal in Morro Bay, San 32 
Luis Obispo County, and Southern California Edison Mandalay Marine 33 
Terminal at Mandalay Beach, Ventura County.  These Agreements authorize 34 
the Lessee to remove/abandon facilities subject to certain conditions, which 35 
can be numerous depending on the facility being removed/abandoned.  36 
However, common to all of these Agreements, or any other CSLC Lease 37 
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Agreements, is that the Lessee must comply with the mitigation measures 1 
adopted by the CSLC as part of the environmental document.  Also part of 2 
these Agreements is that the Lessee remains responsible for observing all 3 
rules and regulations of any agency(ies) having jurisdiction in the area of the 4 
abandoned facilities and all liability associated with the abandoned facilities.   5 

 There have not been any long-term environmental issues or liabilities 6 
identified for the Proposed Project from the continued presence of the 7 
conduits beneath the seafloor; however, conditions in the Lease 8 
Termination/Abandonment Agreement provide the means for addressing any 9 
future problems that may arise.  The nature and scope of any remedial 10 
actions necessary to resolve a future problem, e.g., potential hazard to health 11 
and safety, would determine whether potential environmental effects could 12 
result.  However, such would be assessed and permitted at that future time.  13 
The conditions or requirements in the Agreement would not presently cause 14 
any short- or long-term environmental effects in the project area. 15 

 16 
3.7.10   The commentor is correct and the text is revised to indicate the conduct of a 17 

Caulerpa survey. Please see page 4.1-31 of Section 4 herein.  18 
 19 
3.7.11  Comment acknowledged.  The Coastal Act, and a discussion of its provisions 20 

that pertain to Marine Water Quality, has been added to the Regulatory 21 
Setting of this section of the document. Please see page 4.3-13 in Section 4 22 
herein. 23 
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